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INTRODUCTION

0.1 Statement of the study

In the past years, studies of translation have con-
tributed a great deal to the theory of literary translation
but still leave a few crucial problems not well solved.
They can be roughly classified as follows: negligence of
the integration of parts when individual linguistic items
are focused on; ignoring of the dynamic operation in-
volved in the mental process when the static aspects of
text analysis are concerned with; lack of consideration
of the aesthetic activities when the cognitive modes of
the mental activities are taken into account. These prob-
lems mainly derive from the following two theoretical
views: (1) the static view: a. the atomic stage: a word-
for-word translation; b. the textual stage: consistently
advancing from interest in small units to larger ones of

the text. (2) the cognitive view.



2 INTRODUCTION

(1) the static view: with this point of view, trans-
lation theorists tend to demonstrate the principles of lin-
guistics and apply its methods of investigation on texts
(SLT and TLT). The emphasis has been placed on the
evaluation of the product alone. Translation studies in-
fluenced by this view developed at two stages:

a: the atomic: before 1970s, linguistically oriented
translation theory remained atomistic, fragmented and
out of touch with language in its concrete realization.
Parts are analyzed without an understanding of the
whole. This view is typicaly characterized by Hockett
and Catford. Based on the distinction drawn by Saus-
sure between the language system (langue) and actual
language use (parole), they chose to exclude most of
the variables of language use and to accord preference to
those relatively constant factors. C. F. Hockett (1954)
proposed considering “immediate constituents” as basic
units of translation. J. C. Catford (1965) set forth an
even more radical approach by presenting the idea of
“rank-bound” translation, that is, translation confined
to a single rank, such as morpheme, word, or phrase.
Their proposals made for translation theory view trans-

lation as mere producing and decoding of single linguis-
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tic units and would therefore interfere with translation
rather than clarifying it.

Eugene Nida (1964), on the other hand, influenced
by transformational grammar, suggested the idea of
“kernel-translation”; taking a sentence in the source
language, reducing it to its kernels, translating the ker-
nels, and deriving goal-language sentences by apply-
ing of corresponding transformations. Though the re-
sults such obtained might be better than using “immedi-
ate constituents” or morpheme distributions, they are
still flawed by the fact that individual sentences are
“generated” with little regard for the sentences around
them.

b: the textual: after 1970s, with the development
of text-linguistics a more holistic approach to language
was made possible. Due to the inadequacy of the above
theories and their failure to account for variables in liter-
ary translation, translation studies have shifted its at-
tention to discourse analysis and text comprehension.
The study of translation object—the text no longer re-
mained atomistic. Instead, the text is taken as a holistic
whole. M. Snell-Hornby (1988) has argued for the ho-

listic principle of the gestalt in an integrated approach to
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translation. She has justified through text analysis a dy-
namic, gestalt-like system of relationships whereby
items or isolated words, even sentences are to be under-
stood against a larger context and within the integration
of text frames. Neubert, A. and Shreve, G. M,
(1992) also denied a bottom-up translation model that
begins with words and their discrete meanings. They
claimed that bottom-up translation can never yield ac-
ceptable target language texts, and argued that transla-
tions are more than duplications or restructurings of
source language sequences, but represent configurations
of text sentences. They thus proposed a text-linguistic
model instead of a linguistic model. As the author clari-
fied in the book, the model is called “text-linguistic” be-
cause it is a further development of the linguistic model.
It reflects the expansion of translation studies into dis-
course analysis and pragmatics, and locates translation
equivalence at a textual and communicative level, not at
the sentential and lexical level. It focuses on_meaning
composites seen entirely at a textual level and in com-
municative context. The shift from lexical rank, sen-
tence rank to unit rank was a significant step towards

sophistication, and such studies are capable of account-



